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November 11, 1912.
To the Committee on Streets:

In the argument of the pending application for a
light and power franchise before your committee on
Thursday evening, November 7, I read a prepared state-
ment on behaif of the Virginia Railway and Power Com-
pany, the hrst paragraph of which statement read by me

was as foliows:

“1. In or about the year 19)0 an application was pending
for a franchise by the Interests then controlling the Rich-
mond Ratlway and Eleetric Company, which franchise ex-
pired on December 31, 1389, At this time, certain geatlemen
of Richmond, including Mr, Forbes and Mr, Jenkiss, of the
Richmond and Henrico Ra!lway Company, applied for a
in petition with tha existing company. The
interests applying for and which subsequently obtained
thé¢ Richmond Passenger and Powser, franchlee agreed to
pay these gentlemen $40.000 in memey or mecurities to get
out of the fleld, abandon their gpplecation and ald in secur-
ing the franchise of the Richmond Passenger ahd Power
Company. This was done, and the consideration was paid
1f these facts sre questioned, we are prepared to prove
them to the committee.”

T have seen in the newspapers what purports to be a
denial of this statement, signed by the Richmond and
Henrico Railway Company by W. S. Forbes, president.
and W. F. Jenkins, v:ce-prcs1dcnt. in which they repre-
sent me as making a statement which I did not make

and then deny their own version of the same.

The application referred to by me was made in the
name of the Virginia Conduit Company, in which Mr.
Forbes and Mr. Jenkins were interested.

In view oi my statement that I was prepared to prove
these facts to your committee, I desire to submit the

following statements and evidence:

Statement of Mr. John C. Robertson, who organized
the syndicate which made the application in the name of
the Virginia Conduit Company:

“In the year 1899, before the time that the Richmond
Railway and Electric franchise was to expire, 1 organized
a syndicate to apply for a new i hise in Rich a
which included Measrs, W, & Porbes and W. F. Jenkine

“4 franchise was applied for, and when the same was
under ideratl by the ittee we were approached
by the representatives of the old Richmond Rallway and
Electric Intarests, who offered to pay us §200.0) tc secure
the franchise for them, to be paid $50,)00 when the fran-
chise was 1sportad by the Street Committes, §50,030 when
1t was pasesd by the Common Council; $50.00) when it was
passed by the Board eof Aldermen. and the remajning
$50.300 when it was approved by the Mayor.

~They falled to make these payments as agreed and
before the franchise was fmally pas we thr d to
@efest It If some settlement was not made. Thereupon, Mr.
Fisher came to Richmend, snd, after a great deal of nego-
mnmu-tltm-uehyvhnuiuuuum
receiving §200,000, sa had been pr we pted §70,)00
= bonds and $30.60) In preferred and common stock of the
sew company for securing the franchise for these people.

*3r W. 8. Forbes was chalrman of the committes who
settled the matter, and received and distributed the securi-
thea mmm-ﬂmw«monﬂleuto
make & dfvision, and the proceeds were divided among the
parties to the syndicate, Messrs Porbes and Jenkins re-
estving their proportions

~1¢ pecessary, I am prepared to testily to these facts

{Signed) “JOHN C. ROBERTEON."

Seatement of T. P. Davie, a member of the syndicate

spplying under the name of the\r inia Conduit Com-
pany:

=] was & member of the syndicate organized by Mr. John
€ Robertson and others In 1899 to apply for a franchise in
RMichmond In the place of the Richmond Rallway and Elec-
tric franchise, which was about to expire. Messrs, W. =
Porbes and W. F. Jenking were alsn members of this syn-
Sicate.

“while the application was pending, we were approached
9y the representatives of the Richmond Railway and Elec-
ric intevests, and & proposition made to pay us, according
% my recollection, $2)0.000 In securities 1f we would get
the fraschiss for that fwterest, the securities to be under-
writtea at M. A commities Was Appointed from the srndi-
eate to megetiate the matier with ide Richmond Raliway
end Hlestric interest, and an agresment was finslly made
As @ part of this sgresmwmt, 1 think It was agreel thet
e sadorground condult system would be installed on Main
@eroet.

“The Richmend Rallway sad Wlectric peopie fafled to
make The paymests as agreed. and there was & grest des!
ot comtroversy, snd the metier wis fimally compromised
.““h’l““‘“ﬂ
eteck, my recollaction being that the amdunt of bonds was
S0.000. The securities were 3oid In order to make & Jetri.
Sution sad the proceeds Hotrfouted to the syndicnte.

dir W. 6 Pordes woo @uivman of e wmaitte
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Statement of F. Sitterding, formerly president of the
Virginia Passenger and Power Company:

“When the application for a franchise in Richmond to
sucesed the o!d Richmond Rallway and Eleotric Company
was pending, | became Interested in the matter, along with
a number of other gentlemen,

“When tha franchise application was pending, an appli-
cation had also been made by a syndicates, which I think
was organised by Mr. John C. Robertson, of which Messrs.
W. B Forbes and W. F, Jenkins were members. An agree-
ment was reached between the so-called Fisher Interests
and this syodicate, whereby the syndicate agreed to ald
in securing the franchise for the old Richmond Railway
and Eleetric Interests. There was afterwards a great deal
of controversy about the matter, and | know that a large

amouiit of bonds and stock of the new company was deliv-

sred to this syndicate. These bonds were dellvered to M. ML

Martin, Esq., counsel for the company, to be delivered to
Mr. W. 5. Forhes, who was chairman of the committee
of ths syndizate in the settlement of this controversy. Sub-
sequently, I purchased from Mr. Forbes a part of the stock
delivered in this transaction. and hold It at the present

time.
“My present recollection s that the amount of bonds

delivered was $40,390 and a large amount of stock, but it

might have been more
(Bigned) *F. SITTERDING.™
§

The originals of these statements, with the signa-
tures of the parties, are attached hereto.

In 1903, under a joint resolution of the Council and

Board of Aldermen, an investigation was made of

charges in connection with the granting of these fran-
chises by a joint committee of the two houses. The
evidence in this investigation was reported stenographi-
cally and is now on file with the clerk of the committee.

In this evidence the following testimony appears:

Captain A. Pizzini testified that he was active in
efforts’to secure this franchise, and his associates were
the Virginia Conduit Company; that they were origi-
nally promised $200.000 to aid in securing the franchise
by a Mr. Wilson, of New York, who represented the
Richmond Railway and Electric interests. At page 462
he testifies as follows: -

Q. Ry the way, you refer to that $80,000. What was
the inducing motive to make you accept $80,000 in place
of $200,000?

A. Because Mr. Wilson considered that he had been
badly treated, and he proposed to take legal proceedings
and do the whole business up, and I would rather have
had $Bo,000 in hand than $100,000 in the bush. That
was my reason. and T suppose that reason governed all
the balance of the people.

Q. Did you submit the proposition which he made
to take $8¢ 000 instead of $200,000 to your associates?

A. No, sir; the $200,000 contract was just thrown
right uap three or four months before that. He repu-
diated it entirely.

Q. Tha. was before the franchise was gotten?

A. No, it was just afterwards.

At page 310 Captain Pizzini was asked in regard to
this contract: * .

Q. What did you actually get out of that?

A. I actually got $80,000 in bonds.

Q. All that came to you individually?

A. No. sir; it came to me individually at the time
of the distribution of the bonds.

Q. Who were intende] to share with you?

A. The Virginia Conduit people were my associates,
and of course I had to make a return to them of every-
thing 1 had received, and I did so.

Mr. W. F. Jenkins, after stating that Captain Piz-
zini was ome of his associates, testified, at page 481, as
follows:

Q. So upom those representations you agreed with
the others that it was wiser for you to unite with Mr.
Wilson, of New York, who held the options on the old
company’s plant?

A. Yes, sir.

Q. Rather than go ahead and apply for the fran-
chise yourself?

A. Yes. siv.

Q. When you made the agreement (whem | sy
you 1 mean yon snd your sssocistes in the Virginia
Condait Company) to drop your own fight for the fran-
*unﬂﬁmmdla
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Statement of the Vlrg'lma Rallway and Powet
Filed With the Street Committ

Williams, a director of this company, were present.
The following is a typewritten memorandum
immediately following the interview, signed by Mr. Rq

Wilson, who represented them, to obtain a franchise,
was it not for some consideration? What was the con-
sideration which was to be paid the Virginia Conduit
Company for uniting with Mr. Wilson and his crowd
instead of opposing them in the application for the
franchise ? .

A. I saw Mr. Robertson to-day—I did not remem-
ber—my own mind is not clear on that. I saw Mr.
Robertson to-day, a member of our company, and he
said we were promised $200,000 and the conduit on
Main Street.

Q. You did not remember this?

A. 1 did have a faint recollection that there was
some money mentioned, but I cannot recall what it

was.
Q. You recall there was an agreement for some
consideration, but you do not remember the amount?

A. Just a verbal agreement, yes.
0. You do not recollect the amount?

A. No, sir.

Q. Who are the persons in the Virginia Conduit
Company who took the most active part in this matter?

A. T reckon Mr. John C. Robertson.

Q. Mr. Pizzini was also a member of it?

A. Yes, sir: he took the most active part, and Mr.
Robertson next.

Again, at page 484, Mr. Jenkins testifies:

Q. How much, if you remember, did the Virginia
Conduit Company get finally as a consideration for as-
sisting in securing the franchise?

A. The Virginia Conduit Company got $26,000 in
bonds, $40,000 in common stock and 513,500 in pre-
ferred, making $78,500.

Q. Of that what proportion did you get?

A. 1 got $4,000 from this.

Mr. M. M. Martin, who was counsel for the in-
terests securing the franchise, after speaking of the op-
position of the Jenkins people, testified, at page 665, as
follows:

Q. What was done to remove-that opposition?

A. An arrangement was made with Captain Pizzini,
who represented the Conduit Company, by which they
got out of the way and left a free—

Q. What do you mean by arrangement?
they paid money, bonds or stock?

A. They were paid a certain amount of stock and
bonds.

Q. How much were they paid?

A. Now, sir, T expect Captain Pizzini and Mr. Jen-
kins gave you exactly some $70,000 or $80,000.

Were

Comment upon these statements and the sworn tes-
timony of these witnesses is unnecessary. They es-
tablish the facts stated by e, and the only point in
which there was possible error was that I may have
understated rather than overstatej the amount paid to
Messrs. Forbes, Jenkins and associates.

The paper which T read to the Committee also con-
tained the following statement:
“On October 30, 1912, lese than ten days ago, while this

hearing has been In progress, the so-called Canadlan in-

terests. supposed to own the ocontroiling interest in the

Richmend and Henrieo Company. approached the Imterests

controlling this company, through reputable brokers MW

Yew York, and offered their interest for sale, and the offer
was declined”

This statement is denied upon the authority of an
alleged telegram from ome J. M. McWhinney, of To-
ronto. L

1 have never heard of Mr. McWhinney, and he does
not appear as an officer or director of the Richmond and
Henrico Railway Company, mor is there anything to
show that he has the slightest interest therein. No
doubt 3 number of other telegrams could be obtaimed
from other people to the same effect.

The facts of the matter are as follows:

On October 30, 1912, Mr. Frank Jay Gould was
asked for an appointment to meet Mr. Murphy, of the
firm of G. M. P. Murphy & Co., 43 Exchange Place,
New York, in comnection with the Richmond and Hen-

- tico matters. He made the appointment at 2:30 P. M.

on thet day, and both Mr. Gould and Mr, R, Lancaster

Lancaster Williams, forwarded to me and received on -'

October 31:

“New TYork, October 30, 1912.

“This morning Mr, Greer telephoned to F. J. G's offics
saying that he had had a call from Mr. Duer, who had been
referred to him by the Guaranty Trust Company of this
city, in connection with Richmond and Henrlco matters.

“Mr. Greer informed him that he had nothing to do with
the affairs of the Virginia Rallway and Power Company.
and suggested that he telephone F. J. G. (Frank Jay Gould),
Mr. Duer b tly teleph 4, and an appointment
was made for 2:30 P. M. at 165 Broadway. At the time Mn
Taylor made the appointment he was informed that Mr
Duer could not comes up at this time, as he was leaving
shortly for out of town, but that Mr. Murphy would call
in his place. Mr Murphy Is of the firm of G. M. P. Murphy
& Co., 43 Exchange Place, this city.

“At the Interview held In the afternoon. Mr. Murphy °
said that he had seen the British Interests of the Richmond
and Henrico, and that a proposition has been made them
upon the part of Mr. Forbes which would almost let them
out without loss. The British interests, however, wished,
before closing with Mr. Forbes, to bring the matter to the
attention of our company, with probably the view of ascer-
talning i{f we would pay more. F. J. G. (Frank Jay Gould)
stated that If any interests had offered them such a price
for their interest it had better be accepted, but. as far as
the Virginia Rallway and Power Company was concerned, it
could not afford to pay any such price. Mr. Murphy seemed
to have some doubts himself as to Mr. Forbes's reliability
and abllity to carry out such an arrangement.

“Mr. R Lancaster Willlams was 2130 present, and stated
that this was not the first time that we had been approached
in the same way.

*“The statement marked V 10 of interchange of traffic was
shown him. Reference was also made to the lighting
franchise which the R & H. wished to secure, and he was
told that this company made mo bid for the franchise, as
the board of directors had been advised by its counsel that
there was a serifous doubt as to its validity, If granted.

*Mr. Murphy left shortly after 3 P. M, saying that he
would talk the matter over with the interests which had
come to him,

Ww.ulmm&!mgmﬂ"
held this day between Mr. Frank Jay Gould and Mr Mur-
phy, at which I was present.

(Signed) “R. LANCASTER WILLIAMS."

On October 30 Mr. Murphy again wrote Mr. Gould
further on the subject, to which Mr. Gonldmpl:edou

November 71, sending Mr. Murphy the statement of the. 2

results of operation of the Richmond and Henrico Rail-
way Company for the year ended June 30, 1912, as filed
in the office of the State Corporation Commission of Vir«
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ginia, showing a deficit, including interest charges, of

$118,191.36. On November 8 Mr. Murphy replied, stating
that the poor showing made for the property was due

to extraordinary expenses in connection with develop-
ment of the business. x

On November 6 I wrote Mr. Gould to know if [
could use these facts, and received the following tele«
gram in reply:

“Yours of the 6th received Do not understand that in
the offering of the Richmond and Henrico interests there
was any confidence, expressed or impiied, which would
preclude your stating them to the committee, as you know
them on behalf of our company. 1 refused to consider the

proposition as outlined You are at itbertyr to make any
proper siatement to this effect.”

If the Committee desires to pursue this matter
further, I would be very glad to obtain the original cor-
respondence between Mr. Murphy and Mr. Gould and
file it before the Committee.

The correctness of the remaining statements read
by me to the Committee going to show that the Rich-
mond and Henrico Railway Company was a sell-out
proposition have not been questioned and thereiore need
not be restated

It is easy to make promises of public service, but
when it is considered that the sworn report of the Rich-
mond and Henrico Railway Company filed with the State
Corporation Commission as of Jun€ 3o, 1912, shows

nue by the sum of S65,00L.96, and that in adfition
thereto they failed 10 pay interest on bonds amounting
to $62,588, the performance of these promises becomes

a different question.
Very respectiully, _
VIRGINIA RAILWAY AND POWER €O,

By HENRY W. ANDERSON,

AdvoTusameml,




